Performance measurement and feedback in a public sector program by Hyland, Paul et al.
PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT AND FEEDBACK IN A PUBLIC SECTOR 
PROGRAM 
 
Paul Hyland, School of Management, Queensland University of Technology, Email: 
paul.hyland@qut.edu.au, Phone: (07) 3138 2938 
  
Mario Ferrer, Faculty of Business and Informatics Central Queensland University, 
Rockhampton, Australia, Email: m.ferrer@cqu.edu.au, Phone: (07) 49309510 
 
Ricardo Santa, School of Law and Business, Charles Darwin, Email: 
Ricardo.santa@cdu.edu.au,  
  
Phil Bretherton, School of Law and Business, Charles Darwin University, Darwin, Australia,  
Email: Philip.Bretherton@cdu.edu.au, Phone: (08) 8946 6108 
 
 
ABSTRACT 
Establishing a framework for measuring the performance of public sector programs is fraught 
with dangers. Many public sector organisations are satisfied with measuring activity in 
programs and fail to see the need for establishing a framework that will meet the needs of 
participants and measure outcomes as well as activities. This paper explores how a 
government department in Queensland went about establishing a performance management 
framework to measure the outcomes and activities in a program that was a public private 
partnership. Findings indicate that using an iterative consultative approach performance 
measure can be put in place that are meaningful and assist the participants to review the 
program. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The goal of a performance measurement system is to communicate and implement strategy 
[32]  as well as ensuring the alignment between actions, objectives and strategies. 
Consequently, performance measurement systems and frameworks need to represent efforts 
to measure how activities and processes contribute separately and jointly in meeting an 
organisation’s or program’s  strategic objectives, link operations to strategic goals, focus 
business activities on the customer, drive future activities and  needs, and enhance 
performance, [15]. It is important that any measurement of performance outcomes provide 
meaningful measures of activities, processes and achievements and allow for feedback 
between key stakeholders in the organisation.   
 
The Mentoring for Growth (M4G) program is a unique public, private collaboration, in that 
the private sector is the beneficiary or customer of the program and the program delivery is 
dependent on private sector mentors throughout Queensland.  While the M4G program has 
been in existence for more than six years it has evolved to suit the needs of businesses and 
targeted industry sectors in the regions. The program provides suggestions to businesses on 
issues affecting their growth, the program is organised and sponsored by the Queensland 
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government through the Capital Raising Unit and the advice is provided by mentors from the 
private sector. The program has provided over 600 businesses throughout Queensland with 
mentoring on strategic growth challenges. Over the last six years there has been regular 
measurement of M4G activities, however, the QLD government’s Capital Raising Unit 
recognised a need for a formal process to measure outcomes and provide improved formal 
feedback to stakeholders. 
 
This paper outlines the process involved in developing a performance measurement and 
feedback framework in a public private partnership and provides some lessons for 
organisations seeking to include clients feedback in their performance measurement systems..  
Performance Measurement 
Performance measurement has increased markedly in public organisations and Nicholson-
Crotty et al [50] maintains that it has generated growing interest. Bouckaert [9] traced the 
history of performance measurement and demonstrated the value of tracking organisational 
performance on certain indicators [49, 57].  Nicholson-Crotty et al [50] have also investigated 
the many obstacles that public organisations face when they try to develop and strategically 
use performance measures [2]. Some have focused on the ways in which entrepreneurial 
public managers have taken the lead in performance measurement, whereas others have 
highlighted the many organisations and programs that still fail to benefit from this growing 
trend [3, 44].  One consistent theme within this literature is that no one measure is sufficient 
to answer all questions that are asked about the performance of an organisation or program 
(e.g., [36]). Some research has focused on the specific purposes to which performance 
measures can be put [6, 22] or the different types of measures, including output, outcome, 
quality, workload, and others, that can be used to gather information about different 
components of public-service delivery [7, 16]. This implies that it is up to managers to select 
the appropriate performance measure by narrowly defining the activities they want to know 
more about and the purpose to which they want to put that information. 
While many public sector organisations are putting considerable energy into measuring 
performance, the effectiveness of the measures used varies considerably. In designing and 
implementing any performance measurement system it is vital to address the essentials of 
performance measurement. Moullin [43] has put forward eight characteristics of effective 
performance measurement and Moullin’s framework guided the process used in this study..  
Delivering excellent services requires a high standard of performance on a wide range of 
factors. So it is important that performance is assessed on a balanced framework reflecting 
the different areas that are of strategic importance to the organisation. There are a number of 
balanced frameworks available.  One is the Public Sector Scorecard[43],which adapts Kaplan 
and Norton's balanced scorecard for public sector organisations. Many organisations collect a 
vast amount of information, but do not have an effective system for translating this feedback 
into a strategy for action.  
Performance Measurement Frameworks 
According to Bititci et al [8] there is a widespread recognition about the limitations of 
financial, internal and historically-based performance measures [20, 23, 26, 27, 31, 52]. Since 
then, there have been a number of frameworks and models developed for performance 
measurement and performance management [8], such as strategic measurement and reporting 
technique [15], the performance measurement matrix [31], results and determinants 
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framework [19], balanced scorecard [27-29] Cambridge performance measurement systems 
design process, [47], integrated performance measurement system reference model [8], 
performance prism [46], as well as various business excellence models, such as the European 
business excellence model (EFQM, 1999). 
Holloway [25] argues that much of the research and development effort has been focused on 
particular models and frameworks for performance measurement, but that little has been done 
to describe and analyse problems with the application of these models and frameworks. Only 
a handful of researchers [11, 32, 48] have used action research methods to investigate and 
study the life-cycle of performance measurement systems.  Bourne [10] defines a successful 
performance measurement implementation as a performance measurement system, which is 
used by the management team on a regular basis to discuss and manage business performance 
related issues.  
Feedback and Measuring Performance 
While there are many possible approaches to improving the performance of smaller firms this 
can be problematic as they generally have fewer resources [34] and the number of employees 
makes it difficult to build economies of scale from formal programs. Although participation 
in formal courses has benefits, having a mentor and learning from experience is more 
appropriate in an entrepreneurial environment as it is more cost effective [53].  A number of 
different theories and research streams support the notion that feedback can motivate and 
enable people to do their jobs better, including goal setting theory [37] and control theory 
[13]. The most influential, however, may be Thorndike's law of effect [33]. Thorndike [54] 
proposed that behavior which results in pleasant outcomes will be repeated, while behavior 
that results in unpleasant outcomes will not. In other words, when people receive positive 
feedback in response to their behavior, they tend to do the same thing again, but if they 
receive negative feedback, they are unlikely to try it again and will probably explore other 
approaches. The simplicity and practicality of the law has made it appealing to both managers 
and researchers over the years. 
 
Feedback can improve performance and this is supported by research that has been conducted 
for at least a century, with a majority of writers over the years concluding that this approach 
does work [33]. While it can be demonstrated that using feedback on performance is an 
effective form of improving performance, it does not always work as feedback and in some 
studies actually leads to a drop in performance. This shows that it is important to have the 
right measures of performance and the right feedback mechanisms. 
 
According to London and Sessa [41] while there is substantial literature on the role of 
feedback in performance at the individual level [40], the role of feedback in groups to 
individual members or the group as a whole has not been explored in much depth [5, 12, 35]. 
Feedback is the transmission of evaluative or corrective information about some sort of 
action, event or process. "Feedback guides, motivates, and reinforces effective behaviors and 
reduces or stops ineffective behaviors" [40].  Feedback may be formative in that it can be 
used for ongoing development or summative in that it is used to evaluate the recipients. In a 
project or program, feedback can be given to individual members, subsets of members, or the 
group as a whole. The feedback can come from within the group or from someone outside the 
group. Feedback can also be delivered based on objective data or information about 
behaviors, processes, and outcomes. London and Sessa [41] argue that the focus of the 
feedback can vary but can be individual members, or the group as an entity, or subgroups. 
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Any group usually fulfils its purposes or achieves its outcomes by any number of paths, so it 
needs and relies on feedback to regulate itself and to ensure that it is on the most appropriate 
paths. London and Sessa [41] maintain that as soon as a group forms, it acquires direction and 
momentum, and this momentum is strong, even if it is in the wrong direction [4]. Without 
feedback, a group such as mentors cannot determine the extent to which it is moving toward 
its goals or whether it needs to change in some way to achieve those goals. London and Sessa 
[41] believe there are four ways that feedback helps groups and individuals learn and 
perform: (a) feedback helps the group regulate actions to achieve the group's goals, (b) it 
helps members assess and respond to outside influences, (c) it promotes group development 
and member interdependence, and (d) it helps members formulate a shared conceptualization 
of the group's distinct identity and purpose. 
 
Firstly, feedback adds to the group's understanding of what works and so should be repeated 
in the future and what does not work and should be improved or dropped. Feedback allows 
the group to recognize the effects of its actions and choices and, if need be, to change those 
actions and choices over time to have a different outcome. That is, feedback helps the group 
regulate its work and objectives [56]. At the individual level, it is well accepted that 
objectives and performance feedback are the most effective interventions available to 
improve learning and performance [38]. Programs and groups that set goals and receive 
feedback on their goals are more likely to improve their performance than groups that do not 
[39, 42, 45]. 
 
Secondly, feedback allows the group to assess its openness to outside influences so that it can 
be made more appropriate [1]. For example, the more severe the consequences of an error, 
the more learning is likely to occur [51].  Furthermore, groups that learn from errors 
ultimately perform better than groups that are less able to learn from errors [17, 18]. After an 
error with severe consequences, groups may learn to be more open to errors with slightly less 
severe consequences in the future. 
 
Thirdly, feedback can assist  the group through its stages of development and into more 
interdependent work along the way [30]. The learning that occurs in the group depends on the 
stage of development of the group [21]. During the early, formative phase, groups need to be 
motivated if they are to understand. It may be the case that different types of feedback may 
need to be obtained at different stages to ensure that the group can use the feedback 
appropriately. Newcomers to a group can learn from feedback and become more valuable to 
the group sooner than if they receive little or no feedback. Newcomers need to adapt their 
behavior to the demands of the group. Newcomers who are able to obtain needed skills and 
knowledge, express innovative ideas, work well with others, and go above the call of duty are 
likely to improve their performance more quickly, and feedback aids their ability to adapt 
[14]. 
Finally, feedback can help the group and its members clarify how they see that their group is 
related to other systems (other groups, the organisation of which they are a part, and external 
groups and organisations). It can help group members recognize that these other systems 
share a common view of the world. Group feedback may change members' focus from 
themselves as individuals to their group [24]. Also, group feedback may increase members' 
sensitivity to the environment by helping them recognize that other members may have made 
different choices than they did [55]. London and Sessa [41] argue that explicit 
communication about expectations and goals at the outset promotes the development of a 
213 
 
unified mental model. Feedback about behaviors and performance during the task enhances 
the development of this model and facilitates coordination and task accomplishment. 
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
To determine what measures were to be collected or reported by mentees, mentors and 
regional centres, researchers and DTRDI staff conducted focus groups and interviews with 
Departmental staff, mentors and mentees in Toowoomba, Cairns and the Sunshine Coast. The 
purpose of visiting the regions, and collecting data and input from people involved, is to 
enhance the trustworthiness of the data obtained. 
 
In the data collection process with Departmental Officers in Brisbane and the 3 Regions it 
was proposed that feedback and reporting would occur at several levels and the direction of 
the proposed feedback and reporting is outlined in Figure 1.  The performance measurement 
is used to provided data that can be used by the different stakeholders to facilitate the 
collaboration between the different actors. The regional centres and the Capital Raising Unit 
collect the data and measure the performance of mentors and mentees as well as the 
government agencies. This data is then analysed to provide feedback on performance that can 
be used to identify areas for improvement. Once the areas of improvement are identified then 
the relevant stakeholders work collaboratively to improve their activities. Mentors and 
mentees report their feedback and outcomes to Regional Centres and the Capital Raising Unit 
who in turn provide feedback to mentors and mentees. The information can then be used to 
evaluate aspects of the program and develop ways of improving the program and the 
outcomes for stakeholders. 
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Figure 1 Performance Outcomes and Feedback Framework 
 
The Mentoring for Growth program was formed after the identification of a market failure.  
The failure of existing market mechanisms to support many SME and ideas or concepts that 
would grow business and the Queensland economy meant that Queensland entrepreneurs 
were not achieving their full potential.  It was recognised that a central government agency 
with a process enabling businesses to access the range of skills, resources and networks 
required to grow from an idea to a fully operational business was needed. The Mentoring for 
Growth program was established in SE Queensland and rolled out to regional Queensland in 
2000. The program involves business approaching government agencies such as Department 
of State Development for assistance with a business problem. The business is then assessed 
by a departmental officer, with business experienced, as to its suitable for mentoring.  Once 
clients have been identified as a suitable candidate for mentoring, a mentoring panel is then 
formed.  The panel members are selected from a database of registered mentors who give 
their time on a pro bono basis. The panel composition depends on the needs of the client, 
once the clients key challenges have been identified, mentors who have skills in those 
particular areas are invited to the mentoring session. These mentors can then assist the clients 
with practical advice, as well as providing the clients with a link to people who may be able 
to help through the mentor’s personal contacts. Mentors come from a diverse background, 
such as: - successful entrepreneurs, former company CEO’s, investment bankers, 
accountants, lawyers, marketing professionals and many other fields.   
Overall, majority of firms benefited from the trusting environment established by mentors 
and SDC officers which provided security and confidence for participants.  Another valuable 
benefit derived was the new knowledge about business issues. The new ideas and suggestions 
from mentors enabled firms to improve different aspects of the business. The firms obtained 
valuable business contacts during the program and used these to develop their operational 
capabilities. The Mentoring for Growth program also benefited clients through facilitating the 
Mentees 
Mentors 
Capital 
Raising Unit 
Leadership 
 Performance Measures 
• Satisfaction 
• Business growth 
• Financial 
• Employment 
• Exports 
• Innovation 
• R&D activities 
• Business skills 
• Business advice
Regional 
Centres
Feedback 
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process of learning, suggesting improvements to business operations and sharing of best 
practices. Most of the firms were able to prepare for growth and develop management skills 
as a result of mentoring. Mentors and departmental staff helped respondents to develop a 
strategic focus and direction in the firms. The firms were able to learn and develop the 
expertise relevant to their business operations or growth. There were networking 
opportunities, links to contacts, and expansion opportunities as a result of the mentoring 
process. Mentors and departmental officers also benefitted as they learned from one another 
and clients about what helped the firms to grow. 
 
Data was collected using focus groups, face to face interviews and telephone interviews. The 
sampling was purposive to ensure that experienced mentors and departmental officers had 
input. Similarly purposive sampling was used to identify mentees who had been mentored in 
the previous 12 months for interviews. The type and sample of participants is summarised in 
table 1. The face to face interviews were conducted using a semi-structure interview to 
ascertain the experience of mentees and Departmental officers and their willingness to engage 
in a performance feedback system. Telephone interviews were conducted to test the measures 
using a structured interview. The data was collected over a 4month period in 2008. 
 
Location Focus groups Face to face Interviews Telephone interviews 
Brisbane 6 Department staff Nil Nil 
Sunshine Coast 8 Department staff 
10 Mentors 
5 Mentees 5 Mentors 
14 Mentees 
Toowoomba 6 Mentors 2 Departmental staff Nil 
Cairns 12 Departmental staff 
10 Mentors 
4 Mentees 5 Mentors 
3 Mentees 
Table 1 Data collection and sampling 
 
RESULTS 
 
From the focus groups departmental staff and mentors had differing priorities when assessing 
the performance of businesses in the regions. In some cases departmental staff felt that 
measures such as profitability and earnings before interest and tax were essential while 
mentors were more focussed on the mentees satisfaction with the mentoring sessions. For 
example one staff member espoused the view that “Profit is the only worthwhile measure” 
Mentors on the other hand were concerned about the how mentees felt about their experience 
of a mentoring session. In one region, Toowoomba, a mentor took it upon himself to follow 
up with every mentees after the mentoring sessions. Mentors in Toowoomba also commented 
that they contributed significant time to the M4G program and that should be measured As 
one mentored suggested, “We recently discussed what we do for mentees and we make a 
large amount of time available and that’s worth money”. In focus groups mentors and 
departmental staff commented on the quality of mentoring and the interactions between 
people in the mentoring sessions. When asked for specific examples or evidence to support 
claims most participants maintained it was “more a feeling that mentees feel threatened”.  
 
The focus groups allowed staff and mentors to voice any concerns they had with M4G and 
gave them the opportunity to suggest measures of performance for mentees, mentors and the 
Department. There was a general consensus that more feedback was needed and feedback 
should occur on regular basis. The mentors were very interested in finding out if mentees had 
implemented any suggestions they had received at mentoring sessions and how the company 
was faring, had business improved, had any real changes occurred. Mentors were also asked 
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if they would provide feedback on their own businesses and if they had benefited in any way 
from being involved in M4G. In the main mentors were enthusiastic about giving feedback 
and performance data. As a Cairns mentor articulated, “mentoring is about helping our region 
grow and we need to know how well we’re doing” 
 
Mentees in Cairns and on the Sunshine Coast were interviewed to determine if they were 
prepared to provide feedback on the mentoring sessions and to see if they would have any 
problems with providing information on their business performance. All but one mentee were 
effusive in their praise of the mentoring sessions. While they found it challenging and they 
often felt they were under-prepared for the session they all found it worthwhile. Mentees had 
no hesitation in providing information on their business performance. In the case of a Cairns 
business when asked if they were prepared to give financial figures the mentee stood and said 
“I’ll get that for you now!”  Mentees in almost all cases were very open about their 
businesses and were prepared to provide data and feedback at three points in time. The 
mentees realised they had access to a great resource in the mentors and most wanted to be 
mentored again. 
 
After the interviews and focus groups researchers with senior officers in the Capital Raising 
Unit designed three structured interviews schedules which were to be trialled using telephone 
interviews. One interview sheet was designed to be used with mentors on an annual basis the 
other two sets of structured questions were designed to be used 6months after a mentoring 
session and then another interview 12 months after mentoring. To test these data collection 
instruments mentors and mentees in two regions Cairns and the Sunshine Coast were 
contacted and asked to take part in telephone interviews. The items that were reliably 
answered and provided the data that would allow adequate feedback and measurement are 
summarised in Table 2. The performance measures identified in Table 2 were based on the 
strategic objectives of the department and were agreed to through an iterative consensus 
building process. The performance measures were selected to reflect departmental objectives 
articulated in the departmental strategic plan. For example one objective of the department 
was to “grow emerging globally-focused, high growth and knowledge-based industries” so to 
measure at least some aspect of this objective the performance measure exports can be used 
as a proxy measure of global focus. Similarly the department was seeking to” increase the 
application of successful business skills of small and medium enterprises including 
indigenous enterprises” so after consultation with relevant officers it was agreed that this 
could be measured by collecting data on business skills and business advice and analysing 
trends to determine if there was an increase.  
 
Performance Measures Items for Mentors and Mentees 
Satisfaction Was the M4G Panel Meeting useful? 
Do you agree that the M4G Panel Meeting allowed you to test and 
explore some key business issues? 
Do you agree that the Mentors at the session offered honest and 
constructive criticism about your business? 
Did the Mentors at the session provide worthwhile options for your 
business? 
Did the M4G Panel provide you with an opportunity to reflect on the 
performance of your business? 
Have you acted on feedback received in the M4G Panel meeting? 
Was the support you received in preparing for your M4G Panel Meeting 
useful? 
What future improvements do you think could be made to M4G? 
What if any are the drawbacks of M4G? 
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Business growth What is your company’s previous financial period (year/month) 
turnover/sales? 
Have you raised any additional finance for business growth? 
Have you received any business referrals or projects from other M4G 
mentors? 
How has your own business benefited from your involvement in 
Mentoring for Growth? 
Financial What is your company’s previous financial period (year/month) 
turnover/sales? 
What is your company’s Profit/ EBIT? 
Have you raised any additional finance for business growth? 
Employment What is the total number of employees in your company including 
family members and owners (Full time equivalent)? 
Exports Did you export? If yes then what is your company’s revenue from 
exports in the last financial year? 
Innovation and R&D activities What changes have you introduced to your business? 
Do you conduct any research and development activities if yes then what 
is the nature of research or R&D collaborations? 
How much do you think you invest in R&D a year? 
Have you licensed any of your IP in the last 12 months? 
Business skills What is your company’s dollar investment in accessing business advice 
e.g. accountants, consultants? 
Have you accessed any other advisory programs? 
Have you taken an active role in any M4G businesses you have 
mentored? 
Business advice 
 
Number of hours of follow-up advice received  
Value of advice  paid/unpaid 
What suggestions have you implemented or acted on? 
Have you taken an active role in any M4G businesses you have 
mentored? 
Table 2 Performance measures and measurement items 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Mentoring for Growth program will benefit from implementing a performance feedback 
framework that is designed to assist stakeholders to continuously improve the program 
delivery and measure the contribution of the mentoring to the growth of Queensland business. 
The framework presented in this paper allows for multiple feedback loops that assist all 
stakeholders, including mentors, mentees and departmental staff to understand the 
contribution they are making through their involvement in the program.  As London and 
Sessa [41] argue the focus of the feedback varies and in this case the feedback is used with 
individual members, the group as an entity, and subgroups. Further as  London and Sessa [41] 
maintained as soon as a group forms, it acquires direction and momentum, and this 
momentum is strong, even if it is in the wrong direction, the performance framework 
developed in this study will allow monitoring of the direction and performance of groups. 
The data collected will also be used to continually improve group processes and activities and 
provide stakeholders with valid data concerning the performance of groups and the M4G 
program. 
To optimise the benefits of the framework the data is analysed at two levels and presented in 
aggregated form to protect the confidentiality of mentors and mentees. Regional data is used 
to compare the performance of regions to the overall state performance of the M4G program 
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to allow regional staff to assess how they are performing compared to the rest of the state and 
regional staff can also compare their performance on a year on year basis to ensure they are 
continuing to improve. This supports Bourne’s [10] assertion that a successful performance 
measurement system needs to be used by the management team on a regular basis  and should 
form the basis of discussions on how to  manage business performance related issues.  
The Capital Raising Unit can report on a state and regional basis and reports on trend data 
that demonstrates how involvement in the program is enhancing business skills development 
and assisting businesses to improve their performance and grow. As [43] suggested the 
measures of organisation performance encompass five perspectives: the achievement of its 
strategic objectives, service user/stakeholder satisfaction, organisational excellence, financial 
targets and innovation and learning. In developing a framework stakeholders included all of 
the dimensions. 
The framework is not a static measurement instrument and will evolve over time as the 
objectives of the department and regional centres change. As issues such as climate change, 
financial governance and risk management are incorporated into government priorities it will 
be possible to reflect these new objectives in a revised framework.  The measures will also 
change to meet the needs of stakeholders and to provide appropriate measures that reflect the 
priorities of regional centres. The measurements and data provided by the framework can be 
used in any decision making in relation to the Mentoring for Growth program. The strength 
of the framework as [43] argued is that it was  developed in consultation with key 
stakeholders and that it provides data that is relevant to operational perspectives of the 
program and the data can be aggregated to provide a snapshot of regional businesses involved 
in a business improvement program that benefits from a truly public-private partnership. 
Over time the information collated through this framework will provide regional centres and 
departmental staff with a detailed picture of activities and issues facing business throughout 
Queensland. 
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